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This study reports the results of teaching junior college students in a block or
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of courses. Objectives of this approach included increasing student identity with the
college. developing new concepts about team teaching. utilizing the advantages of
modern technology in instruction, and increasing student learning. The evalvation of
this program included faculty responses. student responses. scores on the
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_INTRODUCTION

The criginal design of the mini-college was the creaticn of De,
Cazol Zion, then Assoclate Dean of Instruetion, El Centro College. ARer
moving to the district office as Specialist for Educational Planning, Dr.
Zion continued to plen fos and implement the mini-coliege.

It was suggested that five teachers be chosen from " anthusiastic
velunteers™ fo share the szme 180 students. It was racommended that histosy ..
and English be a part of such & program along with a general gciznce courss
and two of the more popular electives, such &2 psychology and pechaps onz
of the humanities courses. '

By giving these atudents a tight formal schadule of e limited nature
~ {through computerizad registration), the teachers assigned to these 180 stu-
dents would be free to take such studente on fleld trips to art galleries, stc. .,
without wosrying about interfering with other class work. The interdiscipli~
naty theory would argue that 3 trip to the art gallery could regult in a thems
for the English class as well s a lesson for the art class.

Regarding stimulation for the teachers, the same approsch would
suggest that science exhibits would be of interest to the English, ari, and
history teacher, and a lecture on public affaire would be of interest to those
not in social sclencs. If the claim is made that a student must be a well-
rounded individual, facuity members should not remain {gnorant of the work of
their colleagues in other flelds and departments. It was thought that this
would be a desirable experience for the teachers as well as the students.

The plan assumed utilization of the Learning Center facilities
with programmed materiala, films, etc, For such &n extensive pragram, much
planning was required, and it was first deered best to pay these five teachers
to develop such a program during the summer of 1968 and have it go into effect
in September of 1968. However, it was eventually decided to take a step
while snthusinem ran high. On the condition that the right five teachers
could be found and given planning as &n overload during the Fall of 1967 (that
{5, pay them as though thoy were teaching a night class but instead have
them do this programming), the decision was made to institute such a program
during the Spring of 1968.

While the Dean of Insteuction had a brief outline of such a plan,
it had weaknesses to which these five instructors would address themselves.
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It was realized that they could not possibly work out all the problems prior

to instituzing the program, but would have to adjust as they went alang.

Rather than walt un?il evesything was just right for implementation, the rigk
was based on the selection of five excellent teachers, and the hope that giu~-
dents would not suffer from mistekes mede, and that all who would be involved
in thig process would gain from it.

It was noted thst one of the lowest factors in the spring 1967 Pur-
due evalustions was related to clues size., If these evaluations were to be
used constructively, it seemed appropriate that an experiment addressing it-
self to this problem be undertaken. .

The cors of thiz plen left large group assemblages for testing pur-
poses, or o hear a consultant brought in for & special occasion, and for a £ilm
which had bsen rented for one particular showing. In the case of the consuit-
ant or the film, the teachers and the students tegether would form the audience,

Since this experimental college would, it was hoped, serve as a
basis for future adaptution, it wae necessary that it include all levels~-lgwsr,
average, and honor students. In such a heterogeneous group, a fusther
rationale against lecturing was being tested, since it is difficult for a lecturer
to know &t what level ten direct his speech, The essence of this plan is
shown on the following pages in a typioal teacher's schedule and & typical

student's schedule, Note that the one scheduled meeting per week waz for

a group of twenty students. The other THA meetingas were in individual agsign~
ments or in groups of five to ten. The tutorlals were mannad with the help

of honor students. This apyroach fitted into a multi-faceted honors plan which
went into effect in the fall of 1967,

QNEING~-§I§!1§EQBB gg ZHE BOARD

The purposes of a college within a college are vaﬂed , &8s indicated
by the structure of the board. It was hoped that the student, by being a
membar of & small unit within the larger college, would not lose the feeling
of idantity which often happens in our present day educationsl world. It was
hoped to utilize established theory and, perhaps, develop some new concepts
about team teaching. The board contains those with subject matter special~
ties as well as those with expertize in the arsa of student learning processes.
In addition, it involved those who can truly make modern technology serve the
instructional process. No finished product or theory is assumed, All ten
members of the board were involved in developing the program.
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While these peopie were planning the collége within a coliege
for the spring semester during the fall term, theéy required some time in
Augusgt to set the initizl framework and begin to function as a unit,

5 Instructors ‘
Hintory 102 Jay Hammond
English 102 Paxton. Moore
Math ' Mildred Finch
Art 104 Nancy Sue Reynolds
Paycshology Dorothy Booth

Counselor Johnyee Biozell
Reading Specialist Mike Mayaill
Media Spectalist Richard Smith
Data Processing Advisor Jim Hill
Coovdinator Carol Zion

10

IMPLEMENTATION-~PHE STUDENTS ACTUALLY IN 'THE PROGRAM

| An analyeais of the diétdbutton of the ACT Composite Bcorea of
- the 1967-68 freshman class of El Centro College and the 1966-67 Texas Com=
pozite (college-bound) indicated the following comparison:

Texas: Bl Centro:
M= 18.05 ‘M= 185,91
SD= 5,15 | SD= 5,24

Actually, 98 students enrolled in the Mini~-College instead of the
' 180 proposed. This was shown to be due to mathematical limitations impozad
by the particular patiern of five courses -- a factor overlooked in initial plan-
ning. The mean and standard deviation of students on the ACT composite was
determined to be as follows:

Mini-College:
M= 19.4
SD= 6.4

. See Table 8 for a more detziled distribution of scores ard compari-
son with a sample of “regular* El Centro College students,




RESULTS

Since advanced plans had not been made for any formal study of
the Mini-Coliege, as condusted during the gpring sémester, 1968, very few
definitive statemenis can b3 made. The study consisted of five stages:

{1} an informal, anecdotal deacription of the operation as viewed by the stalf
members; (2) student responses to & series of open ended questions; (3)
comparisons between Mini-College students and students enrolled in tradi--
tionel sections of English arnd History on the Watsor-Glaser Critical Thinklng
Appraisal; (4) conparison of Purdue Attitude Scale fdcois for students ensolled
in Mini-College English , History, Mathematios, end Paychology. with stu-
dents enrolled in regular sections of these courses; . (S} comparison of gradss
. raceived in Mini-College seotions and reguler sections of the same course.
Except for the msth courses, no spectfic statemenz of objectives, with appro-
prhtc testing devtces, was prepmd

 _PAGULTY REACTIONS

A pattern of informal observation and interviews with instructors
was.implemented after mid-semester. No conciusive generalizations may be
made, but some characteristic ahservattona muy be tentztively stated as foliows
as reported by the teachers:

"A sense of frustration over lack of regular attendance®,

“Students were mizinformed that they would pass ‘regardless' in
this experiment; therefore, they took a lot for grant |

"The good students sre doing very weli: the not 80 good-~-nof s:o.’
good. " |

The counselor assigned to the Mini<College reported instances of
student dissatisfaction heecause of the unstructured nature of some of the teach-
ing. Generally, it may be reported that four of the instructors attempted to -
achieve the <tandard outcomes of the respective disciplines. They all report-
ad an esprit de corps among students and teaching staff not charscteristic of
the conventionsl teaching structure,

All of the inatructors exriessed difficulty in planning and develop-~
tng tutorial and/or self-instructionsl components of the program. These took
more time than anticipated and some were of doubtful effectiveness, as judged
by the teacher concerned.




Several instructors expressed difficulty in "getting the seminars
going". The spparent apathy of many of the students wag hard to overcoms.
it was not easy to overcome fwelve or more years of "lecture~listening”
habfts. Obviougly special techniques needad to be davalcpqd for most effeet—
: ive utmzauon of the seminar se2ssions.

STUDENT EVAL@TION

During the latter part of April, 1958, a8 questionnaire was submitted
to the students in the Mini~College. A detailed description of the response
to this questionnaire ts hereby reported. Questions 1 - 4 were tabuleted by

' Yernon Hendrix and the remaining questions by Mrs. Biszeil.

Seventy students completed the questionnaire which aliowed them
tc express their opinions about certain aspects of the Mini~College. A deg-
cription of the results for the first four questions follows.

Question 1;

Nineteen students either failed to answer the first question or gave
unrelated responses, without any evaluation or informaticn. Fifteen students
indicated a positive attitude for the Mini-College. Ten of these were general
responses such as "gaod”, "fine", etc. Three of them were complimentary of

. the ingtructors. in general, one of which stresaed the casual and "without stress”
atmosphere. Two were particularly positive ahout the ftims.

Fifteen students sxpressed esaentlal!r negatlve optmons in their re-
sponse to question I, The greatest number of negative reactions (six) were
. . concerned with the films. These criticized the content (one student saying that
they were lousy) and consistently stated that the films were not properly intro-
duced or incorporated into the course. Two students gave general negative
evaluations without specific complaints., The following points received two
. negative votes each: (i) In the history seminars it was difficult to "speak
against the competition" and they appeared to be leaming that there was no
_ hope far future generations, the present government was generally wrong and
cotrupt. (2) The seminars in general kept getting "off the track”. The lectures
needed some intrcduoction, 8o that their “place” in the total framework might
be made clear. There were several single criticisms, two of which pertained
to the nature of the students. One of these criticized the lack of student par-
ticipation and the other criticized the fnability to make the grade on your own
when reguired to do individual study.

T e e i a—— o) L s RE



Fourteen students included both positive and negative evaluations
in their reply to question 1. Most of the positive evaluations (five) were
general in nature without specific ceferance. Four students were positive
about the group discussion. Two students were negative about the small
group discussions, both of them compiaining about having to go to two histcry
seminars. The positive and negative reactions to the small group discussgions
were both evenly divided between Art- History - English and Psychology- '
Algebra. {This two-category grouping of the courses has aome rather interest-
ing implications.) The negative reactions toward the small groups were due
to "too muoh lecturing” and not enough discussion. Three positive reactions
to the lectures were indicated, sgain these indicating the Art-History-English
versus Psychology-Algebra categories. The negative reactions stated that the
lecturers were disorganized and students did not know what to expect next.
One positive and three negative rzactions were concerned with the ftims. The
negative reactions &gain indicated that these should be explained or introduced.
Single negative reaotions used the following as their reference: (1) tapes,
(2) the history seminars need greater guidance 3nd the topics for discusgion
should be announced in advance, (3) discussions should not be attempted
with more than ten students in a class, (4) the students were not responding

properly.

8ix studente offered meutral evaluations (neither negative nor posi-
tive) but tncluded factual infermatior in their response. The following vom-
ments were made: (1) Facts and applications were ocourring in the audio-vigual
‘presentations and lectures; (2) the lectures do not relate {in content) to gemi~
nars; (3) lack of time and homework constitute weaknesses; (4) the films are
informative; (3) there is not enough (formal) presentation; (6) group discussion
is the primary method used by algebva, art, psychology and English, but lec-
ture is the primary method used by history. . ,

u n 2:
The responses to the second guestion included four “no responses*

or irrelevant responses, one generally negative response and fourteen general-
ly positive responses, without specific roference. |

The largeat number of responses were goncerned with the filnis,
Three responses were positive, one indicating that the psychology films were
espacially good. Eight responses were negative, again indicating that some
introduction, explanation and analysis of the films should be included. One
of these responses indicated that many of the films were *old" .




Most of the other ¢omments were directed towards spectfic sub-
jects, Six references were made to history. One of these was positive, in-
dicating that it was valuable to be left on your own. Pive were criticel, in-
dicating that there was no basis for study, subjects wers peeded for the
discussions, and thai the questions asked and vocabulary used were incompre-
hensible.

Another postuve response with reference to psycholocy indicated
that the seminars "remsinad on the subject”. Five negative reactions toward
psychology stressed the need for greater explanation, more small group dis~
cusgion, and "lecturing on more of the text".

Three positive responses were directed toward math, one of these
indicating that discugsions remeined on the gubject.

Three negative responses were directed toward: (1) the quality of
student response (many students were taking advantage of the Mini-College),
(2) there was not enough discussion in the small groups, most of the discussion
ocowsring between the teachor and one student. Two negative reaponses weére
directad toward each of the following: (1) discusaions that wander off the topic,
(2) lecturers do nnt give enough material for small group discuseions, (3) the
Mini-College is really no different from the regular tyze of organization, es-
pecially the big sessions, {4) everything is disorganized, (5) more time in
clags is needed. A number of single comments: {1) more usaignments should be
made, (2) the Friday seminars are boring, (3) attendance should be takes,

(4) there should be more explanaiion, (S) the lndivldual instructors should make
more muntauona.

ues 3

In question three, which specifically directed the student to make
suggestions for improvement, 38 persons did not respond or offer relevant re-
spouses. The largest number of suggestions pertainad to the seminars (8). The
geminars should have some fixed topic for discuassion. Four of these responses
were for seminars in general, three were directed specifically toward the
history seminar, and one toward the art seminar., One atudent pointed out that
seminars occurring before and after a lecture presented problems of coordinag-

tion. Another referred o the history seminars as "third degree sessions”. Five

suggestions were directed toward the filmg, these again stressing the need for -
introduction, explanation, and analysis. Four suggestions indicated that more

- time for mectings was needed. Three suggestions indicated that student bull
_ segsions or discussion groups, with or without the instructor, would be of value,




A varlety of single suggestions were: less time should be spant dig~
cussing what 18 golng to be done and what is wrong with the Mini College and
more time dotng somecthing: there are some subjects that should have more e~
perimentacion since no iwo instructors can be expected to follow the same pro-
cedures; better teachers are needed; the regular three hous structure is bettes;
questions suould be asked of specific students to get more student pacticipatlon;

‘5 the material n tapes should be put in the lectures; there should be more Ijiima

8 and apeakerg, more intes-disciplinary activity is required; students should be

? pushed; instructors should stay on the subjeot; and the Friday seminars are in-~
ferlor due to thy instructors belrng tired and losing intarest.

~ Question 4 Inquired about the relevance of the educational experiences
to the student's own life. The majority of students either said there was no
relevance or did not saspond to this question. Oaly twenty students gave some in-
dication that there was some relevance. Eleven of these were evidently referr-
ing to current events which were discussed in history. Nine students made some
response giving specific evidence that the subject matter related directly to
thelr 1ife. Three of these were with reference to psychology, one with reference
to math, one swith reference to art, one with reference to history (and three with
reference to no particular subject}.

Have you acquired any new ideas or underatandings ? 1f so, what?

Responses: 52 positive; 13 negative' 7 no answer.

o

i. New idess from speakers 1

2. Greater understanding of self
3. Better understanding of world situation (current events)

4. Beiter understanding of others
5. Appreciation of others ideas
6. The value of freedom to speak
7. Bessdencd my outlook
8. Better understanding of subject matter
9. XKnow I'm not well read
10. I'm more objectionable & seek to understand others
11. I stop to think more -
12. See life in a different way
13. Don't go to school full time unless you have time

wwwnnw&.&-pwwa
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14. 1 learn more in small groups

15. I'm not as afraid to express my ideas

16. I'm able to look for hidden meanings

17. Leamed I have a responsibility in college 1
18. Better outlook on world

19. Many things~~too inveolved to go into in detail

B P bt e e B

Perhaps the one statement that is representative of the feelings of this (positive)
group fs: |

I believe it is far more important to understand other individuais (and self
than to learn specifics or material in books. In the Mini~College we do
hoth- ‘ )

1. No
2. 1do not like Mini College
3. An understanding of confusion
4., Notreally .
5. Llearned that we are an agressive natlon,
. if that's good
6. Learn what yon're able |
7. tve learned that if teachers don't attend their
~ seminars you can't leamn much.
8. Yes, patience and tolerance

o B T TR

o

Overall feelings of this (negative) group seemed to be cne of disillusionment
(not meeting their.expactations) and insecurity {néed for more organization).

Question 5;

Do you feel you are progressing in the subject matter rapidly enough
or do you feel this {s important?

Responses: 48 pé'a'mve. 14 negative, 7 po;a!:tive and negative, 3
o answer

Positive yegponsas to Quastion b: -
1. Sufficiently (as much as regular courses) 15
2. Pesl this is not important az long as you covet

what you are doing well. (It is more beneficial

. to know myself better than to know who was

Preaident in 1804). The purpose of collsge

is to learn how to learn. | 17
3. We're learning to think and to question-—-thia {8

enough. ' 2
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4 We are progressing at the rate we want-~this
is imporiant. (Preédom to take time to
question and to explain)
. 5. Progiessing as far as how meaningful subject is to me,
6. Feal I've acquired more information than other
' college students.
7. Evetyone to hiz own speed,
- 8, Ysas; we are relating past to present, one
' subject to another.,
9, 1 am doing better than ever, my teachers are per-
sonalities, not God~Heads.

See General Remarks under negative responses to Quastion 6.
Negative es to Question 63

1. Not fast enough
‘2, No, due to lack of class time

3. Not stimulated enotigh ‘

4, No tests-~too much téxt in some subjects
5. Learnesd more lst semester

6. PFesl like I'm in high school

7. No, but doesn't bother me if doesn‘t bother

teachers

ep and No responses to Qy sti".' 62

1, Progressing in some subjaects, not all
. 2, Who'is to say how fast one should progress
3. Sometimes I'm lost because of lack of planning
. of some teachers ‘ | 2
4. Yes, because I leam by mysgelf 1
5. We cmld progress faster 1

Nine. studenta who answered Question 5 positively answered Question 6
nagatively o Yes and No. Pive of thege answered negatively. because of need

. for more: class time; one more answared negatively bocmuoﬂack otta-u.
the mmamder were in tho !’oa'-No eategory.

Of the 13 who answered Cuestion § negatively, 10 answered Question 6
neqativoly and 3 answaered Yes-No, which is quite intorennng. '

SSt 3

Do you gain more from lecture or seminar?

1. Nothinq gained irom either
2 . No answer




6. 1don't utilize mr time well

3, Gained same from both 16
4, Seminar - A. Because of 40

Smallnéss of class=~deeper discussions

Can ask questions

Everyone takes part

Exchange of ideas

Stimulates thinking

Compare thoughts and express ideas

Lecture pericd always films

Relaxed atmosphere

Seminar -~ B. Saveral students suggested need for more

seminars.
5. Lecture ~ (Those who liked lecture or lecture and semi-

nar mentioned guest speakers as best.) 8
6. Depends on my receptiveness 1
7. Own regsearch and reading 1

Reactions from positive group: Reactions from negative group

33 Seminar 7 Seminar
6 Lecture 3 Lecture
4 Both 3 Other
4 Other
Queg_':ion 8:

D» ybu feel you have too much free time or too little?

1. Too muzh 7
No\ enough ~lass time 7

Not 2nough pressure to study |

Not vnough homework |

No meutivation .

17

2. Too little 4
‘ Becawe of work 14
I stucly, others do not 1.

: 19

3. Depends on person

4, If use tlme properly the right amount
5. No college student ever has too much

7. Depends on class
8. I plead the 5th
9. No answer

 Rdiadial <X e

- Out of this group the negative group responded:

l. Too much 6

miprekigs |
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2. Too liitle but 1 study, others don’t

3. About right ~ you learn only what yoy want
4. No answer |

5. I work | ‘

Cuagtion 9:

How wculd you rate your learning to this point in relation to your
classesz lagt semaster? .

Learnad 3 lot 44
Leamed a little 22
Learned almost nothing |
No answer 6

Question 10:

If no undex‘standings have taken Place as a result of this work, did
.you stop and think (regarding the areas that have been discussed) ?

1. Yes : 45
2~o N’O , . . 2
3. No answer 24

Question 11;

Are there any suggestions that you feel you would like to offer?

32 students respondad to this question. To bensfit fully from these comments,
I would suggest they be read in toto. This is possibly the only way the
true faeling of the group can be perceived, ‘

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal

Table I presents the means and standard deviations for niini-
college students and students in regular sections of English and history
on the Watgon~lilaser Critical Thinking Appraisal scales and total scores.
None of the differences are statistically significant. In all but one case,
this being the interpretation subscale, the slight differences tend to favor
the mini-college students. It must be remembered that no attempt was made
to control for ability levels, as might be indicated by ACT scores, previoug

educational experi.enc;e. etc.
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Purdue Attitude Scaleg

. Table 2 presents the mean s¢oré on the Purdue Attitude Scale
for mini-college students, students in regular courses, the total mean and
total standard deviation. In responding to this scale, the mini-college
siudents were ingirucied to respond separataly toward instruction in English.
History, Mathematics, and Psychology. The students in the “regulaz® group
consisted of English and Histcry students. For those in these two sections
also taking Mathematics and Psychology, comparisons were computed.
Since none of the students in the English and History sections were taking
Art, this comparison could not be made. Again, no statistically significant
differences were observed. The slight differences cbserved tend to favor
the mini~ccllege. This pactially confirms informal cbeervations concerning

~ the higher level of "esprit de corps” exhibited by mini~college students.

. {Another reservation must Le icept in mind if conclusions are
based on the Watson-Glaser or Purdus sccres. Only 2/3 of the mini-
college studenis responded. About half ¢f the remaining stugen!s were
absent when the instruments were administered, Others "walked out” and
refused to complete them.)

Grades Earped

Tables 3 through 7 indicate the grade distributions for students
enrolled in each of the five mini-college courses compared to students
enrolled in the same courses in the other traditional sections. Chi
square statistics were computed to examine differences in these contingency
tables. The only statistically significant result was obtained for Psychology.
It appears that the mini»college students received a relatively greater
proportion of “F’s" than the students taking Psych 105 in regular sections.
Even with the low probability, this should be taken with some reservation,
due to the small cell frequencies involved. In general, the rather global
evaluations of achievement as reflected in course grades, indicate no
major differences between mini~college students and students in regular
sections. It must be remembered, however, that the measurements upon
which these grades were assigned were not the same, the goals toward
which instruction was offered were not identical, and the relative values
accorded these goals by faculty members differ considerably.

ACT Gomposite Scores

Table 8 presents the distribution of ACT composite scores
for students enrolled in the mini-college and a sample of students repre~
sentative of the entire college. The results in Table 8 indicate that there
is a considerable difference between ACT composite scores for the two
groups, The mean ACT composite score for the mini-college i almost two
points higher than that generally characteristic of E1 Centro College students.
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The distribution of ACT composite scores within categories indicates a
greater proportion of studenits with ACT scores of 21 and above occurring
in the mini-college; wheéréas fewer students with scores of 16 and below
enrolled in the mini~college. '

students with ACT scores of 12 and below were not eligible to
enter the mini-college ard arve normally directed to Guided Studies programs.
In czder to make the data more corniparable within Table 8, scores of 12 or
below were also not tabulated for the total college sample. Therefore, |
the mean ACT composite score for the total college sample repoited in
Table 8 ig higher than thiat which would be computed from the total enrcsi~
ment in the college. {Sea introduction) '

_ Since differences in ACT scores ware not controllad stasistically
in the previous analyses, this difference must be tiken into consiceration
when the other statistics are examined.

Summary

Although no definite gains in instructional effic.ency or
effectiveness can be documented, the general reaction, b' students and
faculty, has been positive, The differences that do exis. between mini~
college and regular sections, although not statistically saliable, are
mainly in favor of the mini-college type of organizatios. The most valuable
outcome is that both instructors and students can moré clearly designate
instructional problem areas, thus making the gradua!l improvement of
instruction more likely. The mini~college will be 'repeated, “ with
certain organizational changes and methodologices improvements.




Table 1 I

~

a- oritiaol Thinkiag Appsaasal

Mini-College | | . Regular Sectlons
- N=67 . ' N=39

Jest ... Mean .. 5.0, s __Mean S Do

N

. Inference 1,4 3,1 | : 10.9 3.0

Recagaition of . 11 34 11.2 3.7
Assumptions .

Deducticn X 17.5
Interpretation 7. 3 .4 18.3

Evaluation of . " 9.2
Arguments - '

Total Score .




Table 2

Comparison of Purdue Attitude Scale

Regular
Mini College Sections
Mean £66). . . Meag

English
History
Mathematics

Psychology

7.9 7.9
{1=32)

7.5 7.3

7.5 7.0
{M=10}

7.8 | 7.5
(N=12)

- Total

Meay S.D.
7.9 1.5
7.4 2.0
7.4 1.6
?c? 1.6

e
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Table 3

Comparison of Mini College Grades and
Other Sé'c‘tioas for BEnglish 102

Section 180

74
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Table £

Compariscon of Mini College Grades and
Other Sections for History 102

Grades Section 180 . _Other Seciion  Total

A,B,G, D 84 573 657

F 8 71 79

I, W, WP, WF 6 66 ) 72

TOTAL 98 710 |  soe
30L& p&., .50

2

X" = 1.54




Table §

Comparison of Mini College Grades and
Other Sections for Math 101

. Siranes Section 180 Other Section Total
%o B, G, D 25 | 103 128
F 5 " 37 42 i
I, W, WP, WF 8 42 50
TOTAL 38 182 220 ~
SO p << .70

X =1.36
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Table 6

Comparison of Mini Gollege Grades and
Other Sections for Psychology 105

Grades Section 180 Other Section Total
4, B,GC, D 74 133 207
t F 12 . 3 15
i, W, Wp, WF 12 12 24
TOTAL 98 148 | 246
p < +01
2

X =12.58

B e e S




Table 7

Gomparison of Mini College Grades and
Other Sections for Art 104

Segtion 180 Other Section

82 33




Table 8

Distribution of ACT Composite Scores

Scores Min}j College Total College Sample
Number Pe;cent - Number Percent
13-14 13 13 216 17
15-16 | 12 12 262 21
17-18 16 16 235 19
19-20 - 18 18 216 17
21-23 25 26 217 17
_over 23 14 14 108 ' 9

TOTAL 98 {99) 1,254 ~ (100}

x2 = 11.21, df=5, p<< .05

MEAN 19.4 17.7
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APPENDIX

Hovw are the topics (facts, problems, theories, applications) being presented?
(Lecture, Group Discussion, Audio Visual Aids (film, filwstrip}, Small Group
Presentation, Individual Reports, Debates, combination of any of the above

or other. ) 3

In your oninion, are the methods of presentation adequate? (Discuss) What
are the strenpgths and weakaneszes? :

In your opinion, could the imaterial be presented ip a better way? If so, in
what way?

”

Do the arez8 or topics presemted have any relat’on to your life? Explain,

o 2

[y

Have you acquired any new idez¢ or understandings? If so, what?

1

g ®

Y ]

Do you feel you are progressing i the subject ratter rapidly enough or do
you feel this is important? Discude.

Salveg

Do you gain more from lscture or seminr? Discuss, .

Do you feel you have toc much free timeor too littis? Discuss.

How would you rate your learning to this point im velation to you classes last
semester? Learned a lot  ; Learneda little  ; Learned almost mothing

If no understandings have taken place as & resuit of this work, did ydu at least
8top and think (regarding the arcas thathave been discussed)?

Are there any suggestions that you feel you would like to offer? Dlease use the
back of this sheet for this purpose. ' ' |

o




